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threshold doses that were selected are
sufficiently below the thresholds for
deterministic effects recognizing the
normal treatment practice of collimation
and fractionation of doses, where one
would expect to see permanent organ
and tissue damage for most
radiosensitive organs in a typical adult,
and provide a margin of error to identify
the potential for harm.

Doses used for diagnostic purposes
are relatively small and result in limited
risk of adverse health effects. However,
the risk, albeit small, that exists for
selected diagnostic procedures has been
considered during the selection of the
reporting thresholds for the revised
criterion.

Doses used for therapeutic purposes
in treating cancer customarily approach
or exceed the tolerance of normal tissue.
Therefore, because therapeutic radiation
doses are intended to kill cells, harmful
side-effects might be expected from the
radiation dose prescribed. The
difference between the intended and
most misadministered doses has little
added effect on long-term risk such as
cancer. The demonstrated benefits from
the use of byproduct materials in
medical applications and the long-term
and/or short-term consequences as a
result of a medical misadministration,
were considered in developing the
revised criterion.

The criterion for medical licensees
has been revised to consider dose limits
that are applicable to teletherapy,
brachytherapy, gamma stereotactic
radiosurgery, radiopharmaceutical
therapy, and sodium iodide and
diagnostic misadministrations. A
medical misadministration (as defined
by 10 CFR 35.2) involving the wrong
individual will be considered for
reporting as an AO under the revised
criteria for unintended exposure
(criteria I.A.1 and I.A.2) because it
involves an individual who did not give
prior consent to being exposed, and who
is not expected to receive any benefit
from an exposure to radiation. However,
an administration to the wrong
individual must meet the requirements
for a medical misadministration as
specified in 10 CFR 35.2 before being
considered for reporting as an AO.

(a) The threshold dose of 1 Gy (100
rads) for bone marrow, lens of the eye,
or gonads is based on the following:

• It is below the threshold (1.5 Gy
[150 rads]) for bone marrow mortality
with minimum medical care. [NCRP
Commentary No. 7]

• It is equal to the threshold where
cataracts begin to form. [NCRP
Commentary No. 7]

• It is below the initial threshold (3
Gy [300 rads]) where permanent sterility

may be seen from a single exposure.
[NCRP Commentary No. 7]

(b) The reporting threshold of 10 Gy
(1000 rads) selected for all organs other
than bone marrow, lens of the eye, and
gonads, is based on the following:

• It is below the threshold doses at
which one would expect to see
permanent organ or tissue damage from
normal treatment practices for most
radiosensitive organs in adults. [NCRP
Commentary No. 7]

• It provides a margin of safety for
errors in established threshold doses for
most radiosensitive organs in adults.

• It is at the estimated threshold dose
for some clinically detrimental
deterministic effects from
conventionally fractionated therapeutic
irradiation that can result in permanent
adverse health effects in 1 to 5 percent
of the patients treated. The permanent
effects seen at this threshold dose
include the absence of development and
arrested growth in the breast and
cartilage of children, respectively.
[NCRP Commentary No. 7]

These values are based on the
minimal normal tissue tolerance dose,
which is defined as the dose to which
a given population of patients is
exposed, under a standard set of
treatment conditions, resulting in no
more than a 5-percent severe
complication rate within 5 years after
treatment. These threshold doses apply
to conditions of irradiation relevant to
radiotherapy, that is, doses of
conventionally fractionated ‘‘x’’ or
gamma radiation that must be delivered
to tissue to cause a serious deterministic
effect. In addition, these thresholds
allow for a higher dose to be delivered
differentially to the tumor. [ICRP 41,
and NCRP Commentary No. 7]

V. Guidelines for ‘‘Other Events of
Interest’’

The Commission may determine that
events other than AOs may be of interest
to Congress and the public and therefore
should be included in an Appendix to
the AO report as ‘‘Other Events of
Interest’’. The guidelines for ‘‘Other
Events of Interest’’ have been revised to
include events that may be perceived by
the public to be of health and safety
significance and involve substantial
regulatory response, but do not
otherwise meet the AO criteria. An
example is an event where upon final
evaluation by an NRC Incident
Investigation Team, or an Agreement
State equivalent response, a
determination is made that such event
does not meet the criteria for an
abnormal occurrence.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 3rd day
of January 1996.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
John C. Hoyle,
Secretary of the Commission.
[FR Doc. 96–283 Filed 1–8–96; 8:45 am]
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Commonwealth Edison Company;
Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units
2 and 3 Environmental Assessment
and Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from certain requirements of its
regulations to Facility Operating License
Nos. DPR–19 and DPR–25, issued to
Commonwealth Edison Company
(ComEd, the licensee), for operation of
the Dresden Nuclear Power Station,
Units 2 and 3, located in Grundy
County, Illinois.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action
The proposed action is in accordance

with the licensee’s application dated
November 20, 1995, for an exemption
from certain requirements of 10 CFR
73.55, ‘‘Requirements for Physical
Protection of Licensed Activities in
Nuclear Power Reactors Against
Radiological Sabotage.’’ The requested
exemption would allow the
implementation of a hand geometry
biometric system of site access control
in conjunction with photograph
identification badges and would allow
the badges to be taken off site.

The Need for the Proposed Action

Pursuant to 10 CFR 73.55(a), the
licensee is required to establish and
maintain an onsite physical protection
system and security organization.

In 10 CFR 73.55(d), ‘‘Access
Requirements,’’ it specifies in part that
‘‘The licensee shall control all points of
personnel and vehicle access into a
protected area.’’ In 10 CFR 73.55(d)(5),
it specifies in part that ‘‘A numbered
picture badge identification system shall
be used for all individuals who are
authorized access to protected areas
without escort.’’ It further indicates that
an individual not employed by the
licensee (e.g., contractors) may be
authorized access to protected areas
without an escort provided the
individual, ‘‘receives a picture badge
upon entrance into the protected area
which must be returned upon exit from
the protected area.’’

Currently, unescorted access for both
employee and contractor personnel into
the Dresden Station, Units 2 and 3, is
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controlled through the use of picture
badges. Positive identification of
personnel who are authorized and
request access into the protected areas is
established by security personnel
making a visual comparison of the
individual requesting access and that
individual’s picture badge. The picture
badges are issued, stored, and retrieved
at the entrance/exit location to the
protected area. In accordance with 10
CFR 73.55(d)(5), contractor personnel
are not allowed to take their picture
badges off site. In addition, in
accordance with the plant’s physical
security plan, the licensee’s employees
are also not allowed to take their picture
badges off site. The licensee proposes to
implement an alterative unescorted
access control system which would
eliminate the need to issue and retrieve
picture badges at the entrance/exit
location to the protected area. The
proposal would also allow contractors
who have unescorted access to keep
their picture badges in their possession
when departing the Dresden site. In
addition, the site security plans will be
revised to allow implementation of the
hand geometry system and to allow
employees and contractors with
unescorted access to keep their picture
badges in their possession when leaving
the Dresden site.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action. The
Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action and
concludes that the proposed exemption
would not increase the probability or
consequences of accidents previously
analyzed and would not affect facility
radiation levels or facility radiological
effluents. Under the proposed system,
all individuals with authorized
unescorted access will have the physical
characteristics of their hand (hand
geometry) registered with their picture
badge number in a computerized access
control system in addition to their
picture badges, Therefore, all authorized
individuals must not only have their
picture badges to gain access into the
protected area, but must also have their
hand geometry confirmed.

All other access process, including
search function capability and access
revocation, will remain the same. A
security officer responsible for access
control will continue to be positioned
within a bullet-resistant structure. The
proposed system is only for individuals
with authorized unescorted access and
will not be used for individuals
requiring escorts.

The underlying purpose for requiring
that individuals not employed by the
licensee must receive and return their
picture badges at the entrance/exit is to
provide reasonable assurance that the
access badges could not be
compromised or stolen with a resulting
risk that an unauthorized individual
could potentially enter the protected
area. Although the proposed exemption
will allow individuals to take their
picture badges off site, the proposed
measures require not only that the
picture badge be provided for access to
the protected area, but also that
verification of the hand geometry
registered with the badge be performed
as discussed above. Thus, the proposed
system provides an identity verification
process that is equivalent to the existing
process.

The change will not increase the
probability or consequences of
accidents, no changes are being made in
the types of any effluents that may be
released offsite, and there is no
significant increase in the allowable
individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure. Accordingly, the
Commission concludes that there are no
significant radiological environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts, the proposed
action does involve features located
entirely within the restricted area as
defined in 10 CFR Part 20. It does not
affect nonradiological plant effluents
and has no other environmental impact.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant
nonradiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Since the Commission has concluded

there is no measurable environmental
impact associated with the proposed
action, any alternatives with equal or
greater environmental impact need not
be evaluated. The principal alternative
to the proposed action would be to deny
the requested action. Denial of the
requested action would not significantly
enhance the environment in that the
proposed action will result in a process
that is equivalent to the existing
identification verification process.

Alternative Use of Resources
This action does not involve the use

of resources not previously considered
in connection with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission’s Final
Environmental Statement dated
November 1973, related to the operation
of the Dresden Nuclear Power Station,
Units 2 and 3.

Agencies and Persons Consulted:
In accordance with its stated policy,

on January , 1996, the NRC staff
consulted with the Illinois State official,
Mr. Frank Niziolek, Head, Reactor
Safety Section, Division of Engineering,
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety,
regarding the environmental impact of
the proposed action. The State official
had no comments.

Finding of no Significant Impact
Based upon the foregoing

environmental assessment, the
Commission concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated November 20, 1995, which is
available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the local public document room
located at the Morris Public Library, 604
Liberty Street, Morris, Illinois 60451.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 3rd day
of January 1996.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
George F. Dick Jr.,
Acting Director, Project Directorate III–2,
Division of Reactor Projects—III/IV, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 96–284 Filed 1–8–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

[Docket No. 70–820]

United Nuclear Corporation—Wood
River Junction Site; Closing of Local
Public Document Room

Notice is hereby given that the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
is closing the local public document
room (LPDR) for records pertaining to
the United Nuclear Corporation (UNC)
Wood River Junction site located at the
Cross Mill Public Library, Charlestown,
Rhode Island. This LPDR is no longer
needed and will close effective February
2, 1996.

The Cross Mill Public Library has
been the LPDR for the Wood River
Junction site since September 1980
when it was established for the
licensee’s proposed decommissioning.
Since that time the LPDR has remained
operational maintaining documents on
the termination of the UNC License No.
SNM–777. On October 12, 1995, the
NRC terminated the license and released
the UNC Wood River Junction site for
unrestricted use. Therefore, effective
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